1 1 E.S. Gruen, "Rome and Rhodes in the Second Century BC: a Historiographical Inquiry", CQ 25 (1975) , 58-81; A.C. Scafuro, "Prusias II of Bithynia and Third Party Arbitration", Historia 36 (1987), 28-37; A.M. Eckstein, "Rome, the War with Perseus, By the time of the Rhodian debacle in 168, the Greek world had a long history of the diplomacy of compromise and of third party intervention in disputes. 2 There is little need to summarize that history here, as it is a well-documented one, and may be taken for granted. In this context, it suffices simply to draw attention to the centuries of experience the Greeks had with the techniques of arbitration, mediation, and facilitated negotiation. By the Hellenistic period, this experience had culminated in sophisticated methodologies that one would like to think demonstrate a touching faith in the superior efficacy of diplomacy rather than war as a means to settling international conflict. In reality, of course, the Greeks very often failed to live up to their own model, rejecting offers of mediation or refusing to abide by the judgement of an arbitrator. 3 As for the Romans, on the other hand, while they were not entirely unacquainted with the notion of adjudicated settlement of disputes, it is safe to say that the idea of third party settlement of international conflict was not something they truly had any familiarity with until they encountered it amongst the Greeks. 4 The Romans had their own take on international relations, and their own set of well-developed concepts
